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ABSTRACT
Within Queensland, as elsewhere, there appears to be a high level of consensus among the
wider community that drink driving is a serious social problem.  This is reflected in both
general attitudes regarding drink driving, together with general levels of knowledge regarding
drink-driving issues.  However there is reason to believe, both from anecdotal as well as
empirical evidence, that the attitudes and knowledge of those apprehended for drink driving
may differ from those of the general community.  Utilising data from the 'Under the Limit'
community survey together with data from a survey of drink-driving offenders, this paper
compares the attitudes and knowledge of two matched samples on a number of drink driving
issues.  The specific issues dealt with include
•  Knowledge of safe drinking and BAC levels;
•  Attitudes towards strategies for avoiding drink driving; and
•  General attitudes regarding drink driving.
 The findings illustrate that between the two samples a number of significant differences exist
with respect to attitudes and knowledge.  Implications for drink driving interventions are
discussed.
 
 
 INTRODUCTION
 The seriousness of drink driving as a social problem is well recognised both within Australia as
well as overseas (e.g. Gusfield 1985; Laurence et al. 1988; Sheehan 1994).    However,
although there appears to be general community agreement about the seriousness of the
problem, it seems plausible to suggest that both knowledge and attitudes regarding drink
driving will differ between offenders and the general community.
 
 In terms of existing empirical outcomes, whilst there is a significant amount of work focusing
on the attitudes and knowledge of the general community (eg AGB: McNair 1988; Cairney
and Carseldine 1989; Carseldine 1985; Job 1983; Reark Research 1987, 1989; Touche Ross
Services 1986), there is relatively little comparing the attitudes and knowledge of drink driving
offenders and the wider community.
 
                                                
1 We would  like to acknowledge the support of the Federal Office of Road Safety who provided financial support
for this project.  Additionally, the ongoing support of the Motor Accident Insurance Commission as major
sponsor of the centre is recognised.
 Within the genre of drink driving research there does exist a handful of studies dealing with the
attitudes and knowledge of drink driving offenders and non-offenders.  The main conclusions
arising from these studies, and one that a-priori may not be unexpected, is that significant
differences exist between the attitudes of drink driving offenders and non-offenders
(Holubowycz and McLean 1995; Macdonald and Dooley 1993; Turrisi and Jaccard 1992).
Reflecting the flavour of these studies Turrisi and Jaccard (1992), investigating a sample of
offenders and non-offenders, found that the offenders in their sample were more likely to be
aware of the negative consequences of drink driving, and were less likely to consider certain
alternatives to driving under the influence.  Similarly, MacDonald and Dooley (1993) using a
matched sample of offenders and non-offenders report that DWI offenders are more likely to
believe that some people drive better after drinking, that it takes more alcohol to be legally
impaired and that there is an excuse for drink driving.
 
 It is in the spirit of these findings that the current paper compares the drink-driving knowledge
and attitudes of a sample of drivers charged with a drink driving offence and a matched sample
drawn from the general community.  The paper proceeds through a discussion of various
issues relating to the methods employed in the analysis, before turning to discuss the results.
The final section provides some concluding remarks.
 
 
 METHODS
 The analysis reported in this paper is based on the responses to two separate surveys - an
offender survey and a community survey - both of which were carried out in Central
Queensland during 1997.  The offender survey comprised individuals who had been arrested
for driving with a blood alcohol concentration above the legal limit, whilst respondents in the
community survey were randomly drawn from the current telephone directory.  Offenders
were interviewed at the time of their court appearance (January to September 1997), whilst
the community survey was conducted by telephone in November 1997.  In order to provide
comparability, a sample was drawn from the community survey that matched the sample of
drink driving offenders on age and sex. The final sample size was 298 cases (149 drink driving
offenders & 149 general community). None of the respondents from the community survey
had admitted to a conviction for drink driving.
 
 Survey content
 
 Although the questionnaires administered to each group differed, a number of questions
allowed comparison between the two groups.   Comparable responses were available on the
following issues:
·  Knowledge of safe drinking and BAC levels;
·  Attitudes towards strategies for avoiding drink driving;
·  General attitudes regarding drink driving.
 
 To gauge general attitudes about drink driving, respondents were presented with 14
statements.  Responses were recorded on a 10 point scale ranging from 'strongly disagree' (1)
to 'strongly agree' (10).  In order to reduce the number of variables to a manageable size, the
results of a previous factor analysis were exploited. This analysis, using principal components
analysis followed by varimax rotation, was performed on a data-set consisting of the
responses to the 1997 community survey and two previous surveys of a similar nature
(Sheehan et al 1995). Four factors were produced which accounted for approximately 50% of
the total variance in the data matrix.  The loadings are presented in Appendix 1.   Four
composite variables were calculated, each comprising the unweighted average of the individual
variables which loaded > 0.45 on the respective factor.  To test the internal validity of each
new variable, reliability analysis using SPSS was undertaken resulting in a reliability coefficient
(Cronbach’s a ).  The individual Cronbach a ’s are presented in Appendix 1.   On the basis of
this analysis, individual variables that reduced the internal validity were removed and analysed
separately.  The final derived variables consisted of:
 
·  Attitudes towards sanctions (aggregate variable measuring the support of harsh
penalties);
·  Attitudes towards risk (aggregate variable measuring the attitude that risks of drink
driving are over-rated);
·  Behaviour decisions (aggregate variable measuring the general willingness to drive
after drinking);
·  Peer attitude (aggregate variable measuring friends approval of drink driving)
The individual variables that did not add to the internal validity of the newly created variables
were removed.  These variables were:
·  Everybody drinks and drives once in a while;
·  If I drive when I am over the limit, I will get picked up for a breath test.
 
 These variables were included separately in the analysis. For analytic purposes, ordinal or
quantitative responses were dichotomised at the midpoint of their range unless otherwise
stated.
 
 Analysis
 
 The analysis presented focuses on the differences between the responses provided by the
sample of drink driving offenders and the community sample.  To test the differences between
responses separate logistic regression analyses were conducted on each response, with sample
membership (offender/community) and the matching variables,  age (in five categories) and sex,
as the independent variables. The exponential of the resulting logistic regression coefficient for
sample membership is interpreted as an odds ratio.   The use of logistic regression analysis to
test the difference between attitudinal and knowledge responses is similar to that used by
Turrisi and Jaccard (1992).  Analysis was undertaken using SPSS.
 
 
 RESULTS
 
 Table 1: Sample characteristics
 
 
 Offender survey  Community survey
 Sex   
 Male  79.9  79.9
 Female  20.1  20.1
 
 Age groups
  
 <25 years  35.6  35.6
 25-34 years  31.5  31.5
 35-44 years  18.8  18.8
 45-54 years  10.1  10.1
 ³  55  years  3.4  3.4
 
 Education level
  
 Primary  14.2  7.4
 Junior  51.4  26.4
 Senior  18.9  29.7
 TAFE / Tech / apprentice  11.5  22.3
 CAE / university  3.4  14.2
 Other  0.7  -
 
 Income
  
 £  A$12,000  44.3  20.4
 A$12,001- A$20,000  19.5  14.8
 A$20,001- A$35,000  24.8  27.5
 A$35,001- A$50,000  7.4  21.8
 A$50,001 and above  2.7  12.7
 Not stated  1.3  2.8
 
 Occupation status
  
 Upper white collar  6.7  21.5
 Lower white collar  12.8  25.0
 Blue collar  36.9  38.9
 Not in paid employment  43.6  14.6
   
 Licence Status   
 No licence  13.5  9.4
 Learners permit   6.1  2.7
 Provisional licence  23.6  9.4
 Open licence  56.8  75.8
 Suspended licence  -  2.7
 
 Alcohol consumption frequency
  
 Never  -  10.1
 A few times  14.8  16.1
 Once per 4 weeks  10.7  15.4
 Once per week  21.5  13.4
 Several times a week  42.3  32.2
 Everyday  10.7  12.8
   
 
 Males comprised the majority of respondents (79.9), while about two thirds of the
respondents were below 35 years of age. Drink driving offenders were generally of lower
socioeconomic status compared to the community sample, and were over-represented in lower
education and income levels and in the occupational category, 'not in paid employment'
(Castles 1991). Larger proportions of drink driving offenders either had no licence (13.5%) or
were on a provisional licence (23.6%), whilst three quarters of the community sample had
open licences. When compared to the community sample, drink-driving offenders consumed
alcohol somewhat more frequently.
 
 Knowledge of safe drinking and BAC levels
 
 Knowledge of safe drinking and BAC levels was measured by six questions.  Responses were
recorded as either dichotomous or in terms of a certain number of drinks.  In the latter case the
numerical responses were re-coded as  correct or incorrect. Table 2 presents the proportion of
each sample that provided a correct answer (columns 2 and 3), the odds ratios from multiple
logistic regression (column 4) and their 95% confidence intervals (column 5).
 
 On the whole, respondents in both samples recorded similar levels of correct knowledge.
There were generally higher levels of correct knowledge regarding legal blood alcohol
concentrations (>80% correct), while respondents in both samples were less sure of safe
drinking practices.  In this case, except for safe drinking levels for provisional licence holders,
less than 50% of respondents provided correct answers.  Finally, when asked to consider if
the effects of alcohol were the same for males and females, over 65% of both samples
provided the correct answer.
 
 Turning to the regression results, of the 6 models considered only two significant results were
recorded.  Compared to the sample drawn from the general community, offenders were less
than half as likely (odds ratio  = 0.43) to provide the correct answer to the question dealing
with the number of drinks someone with a provisional licence could have before being over the
limit.  However, the same group were more than four times as likely as the community sample
(odds ratio = 4.26) to provide a correct answer to the question regarding the legal BAC for
someone on an open licence.   In neither of the models did the matching variables exert a
significant influence.
 
 Table 2: Knowledge of safe drinking and blood alcohol concentration limits
  Offender
sample
 Community
sample
 Odds ratio  95%
confidence
intervals
 
·  How many drinks can an average size
man with an open licence have in one
hour before they are over the limit?
 
 
 40.8
 
 
 42.3
 
 
 0.94
 
 
 0.59 – 1.50
 
·  How many drinks can an average size
woman with an open licence have in one
hour before they are over the limit?
 
 
 43.6
 
 
 33.6
 
 
 1.57
 
 
 0.95 – 2.59
 
 
·  How many drinks can someone on a
provisional licence have in one hour
before they are over the limit?
 
 
 76.1
 
 
 88.0
 
 
 0.43*
 
 
 0.23 – 0.83
 
·  What is the legal blood alcohol limit for
people with an open licence?
 
 95.2
 
 82.5
 
 4.26*
 
 1.76 – 10.3
 
·  What is the legal blood alcohol limit for
people with a provisional licence?
 
 80.1
 
 85.7
 
 0.66
 
 0.35 – 1.25
 
·  Are the effects of alcohol the same for men
and women if they are of the same size
and weight?
 
 66.4
 
 69.1
 
 0.88
 
 0.58 – 1.35
 * p < 0.05
 
 Attitudes towards strategies for avoiding drink driving
 
 Respondents in both surveys were asked to consider a number of strategies that could be used
to reduce the likelihood of drink driving.  Responses were recorded on a five point Likert scale
ranging from 1= "yes-definitely" to 5= "no definitely not".  These five categories were
subsequently re-coded into a dichotomous agree / disagree variable, with the middle “unsure”
category considered a disagreement. Table 3 presents the proportion of each sample that
agreed with a particular strategy (columns 2 and 3), the odds ratios from multiple logistic
regression (column 4) and their 95% confidence intervals (column 5).
 
 Generally there was a high level of acceptance among both groups in relation to strategies to
avoid drink driving.  Two strategies, taking a taxi and planning ahead that the driver will not
drive, were considered acceptable by over 90% of both the offender and community
respondents.  Much lower acceptance was reported for the willingness to drink “lite” beer.  In
both the offender and community samples, only approximately 50% of respondents agreed
with this strategy.
 
 The general picture to emerge from the regression results is that on the whole offenders were
less likely to agree with many of the strategies when compared to the community
respondents.  When the significant results are considered, of the 7 possible strategies, only
two were significantly related to offender / community sample membership.  Compared to the
community sample, offenders were about half as likely to agree with the following comments:
 
·  Imagine you are out and know you have had too much to drink.  Would you leave
your car where it was and not drive?; and
·  How likely would you be to keep track of your drinks and stay under the limit if
driving?
 In neither of the models did the matching variables exert a significant influence.
 
 Table 3: Attitudes towards strategies for avoiding drink driving
  Offender
sample
 Community
sample
 Odds ratio  95%
confidence
intervals
·  Imagine you are out and know you have
had too much to drink.  Would you leave
your car where it was and not drive?
 
 81.2
 
 89.6
 
 
 0.49*
 
 0.26 – 0.97
 
·  How likely would you be to drink lite
beer if driving?
 
 47.0
 
 53.3
 
 0.77
 
 0.48 – 1.24
 
·  How likely would you be to plan ahead
that the driver will not drink?
 
 92.6
 
 91.5
 
 1.16
 
 0.49 – 2.72
     
·  How likely would you be to plan ahead
not to drink if driving?
 86.6  89.3  0.77  0.37 – 1.59
 
·  How likely would you be to take a taxi if
you had been drinking?
 
 93.3
 
 94.9
 
 0.73
 
 0.27 – 1.99
 
·  How likely would you be to keep track of
your drinks and stay under the limit if
driving?
 
 
 68.5
 
 
 80.9
 
 
 0.50*
 
 
 0.29 – 0.88
 
·  How likely would you be to stay away
overnight if you have been drinking?
 
 82.6
 
 74.5
 
 1.64
 
 0.93 – 2.92
 * p < 0.05
 General attitudes regarding drink driving
 
 Table 4 presents the results of comparisons involving the composite attitudinal variables
constructed through factor analysis, and the two statements analysed separately (see
Methods). For each composite variable a score above the cutpoint will for the sake of brevity
be described as agreement with a statement. Thus in Table 4 the percentage of the offender and
community samples agreeing with a particular statement is given in columns 2 and 3
respectively, the odds ratio in column 4 and its 95% confidence interval in column 5.
 
 With respect to the general level of agreement with each of the statements, it is clear that the
respondents from the offender sample agreed more often than did respondents from the
community sample.  The only exception was the variable accounting for the need for harsher
legal sanctions.  In this case, compared to the offender sample, a higher proportion of the
respondents from the community sample agreed.
 
 The higher level of agreement among offenders was also reflected in the odds ratios which
illustrate that at a general level offenders were more likely to agree with the statements than
were respondents from the community sample. Considering the significant outcomes, of the 6
separate regression models run all but one provided significant odds ratios.   Compared to the
respondents in the community sample, offenders were more likely to agree that:
 
·  the risks of drink driving are overrated (odds ratio = 10.02);
·  they will drive after drinking (odds ratio = 2.53);
·  they would get picked up if they drove after drinking (odds ratio = 2.28); and
·  everybody drinks and drives once in a while (odds ratio = 2.96).
In contrast to these statements, offenders were only 0.29 times as likely to agree with the need
for harsher penalties. In none of the models did the matching variables exert a significant
influence.
Table 4: regression results- General attitudes regarding drink driving
Offender
sample
Community
sample
Odds ratio 95%
confidence
intervals
Attitudes towards risk (risks over rated) 25.7 3.6 10.02* 3.71 – 26.7
Behaviour decisions (drive after drinking) 49.2 27.3 2.53* 1.49 – 4.30
Attitudes towards sanctions (society needs
harsher sanctions)
45.7 74.6 0.26* 0.15 – 0.45
Peer attitudes 17.4 10.7 1.83 0.87 – 3.83
I will get picked up if I drove after drinking 77.2 60.0 2.28* 1.37 – 3.80
Everybody drinks and drives once in a while 77.2 54.4 2.96* 1.77 – 4.94
* p < 0.05
CONCLUDING COMMENTS
The present study reports the findings from the analysis of knowledge and attitudinal
responses between a sample of drink driving offenders and a sample drawn from the general
community matched on age and gender.  Not surprisingly, the analysis illustrates a number of
significant differences between the knowledge and attitudes of the two groups.
In terms of knowledge, the analysis shows that between the two groups only small differences
exist, with the community sample generally having slightly higher levels of correct knowledge.
Overall, knowledge was high regarding the legal blood alcohol concentration and the impact of
alcohol on men and women.  This was regardless of sample membership.  However, for both
groups there were much poorer responses for questions regarding safe drinking levels - that is
a smaller proportion in each group knew the correct number of standard drinks needed to place
a driver over the limit.  On the whole therefore this may be suggestive of the need to increase
both the general community's awareness of these issues as well as targeting specific offender
groups.  In terms of between-group differences the significant finding regarding the correct
BAC for someone with an open licence, whilst perhaps not surprising, does raise an
interesting question.  As the members of the offender sample had recently been arrested for
drink driving, one may assume that their level of knowledge regarding the legal BAC would
have been heightened and hence the significant difference in likelihood of giving a correct
answer not unexpected.  What may be of interest,  although not testable here, is the extent to
which this heightened level of correct knowledge is only short-lived.
As with the issue of correct knowledge, there were few differences between the two groups
regarding the willingness to undertake strategies to reduce drink driving, with both groups
recording high levels of agreement.  The only exception was drinking “lite” beer.  Significant
differences existed between the two groups with regard to the willingness to leave the car and
not drive and the willingness to keep track of drinks.
Perhaps the most important findings reported have to do with the attitudes of drink driving
offenders and the general community.  It should be expected that if the general community
accepts that drink driving constitutes a serious social problem, then this would be reflected in
attitudes towards drink driving.  Indeed the findings reported here do in fact suggest this, with
the attitudes of the community respondents reflecting much more negative views than those of
the offenders.  This of course leaves us with the obvious conclusion that as a subgroup within
the community, drink driving offenders do not hold the same views as the wider community,
and that in terms of rehabilitation programs a focus on attitudinal change, among other things,
may be important.
In conclusion, it is clear that the challenge for those working within the area of offender
rehabilitation is to address the differences in knowledge and attitudes as they relate to the
drink driving decision.
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Appendix 1
Factor loadings and reliability measures.
Variables Factor loadings
Attitudes towards risk
Dangers of drink driving overrated 0.772
Police hassle drink drivers 0.776
It is ok to drink and drive as long as you are not caught 0.521
It is ok to drink and drive as long as you are not drunk 0.463
Cronbach’s a  = 0.6468
Attitudes towards behaviour
I think it is okay to drive after drinking x drinks
0.831
I won’t drive after drinking x drinks
-0.773
Cronbach’s a  = 0.6648
Attitudes towards sanctions
My community needs stricter laws against drunk driving 0.587
People who drink and drive should go to jail 0.587
People who drink and drive should lose their drivers licence 0.548
Cronbach’s a  = 0.5330
Perceived peer attitude
Most of my friends think it’s okay to drink and drive 0.737
My friends would think I was really stupid if I drove after
drinking
-0.614
Cronbach’s a  = 0.5488
